Basic data
Introduction
Facilitators searching for exercises to actively engage participants in wrestling with ethical dilemmas typically find cases with a solution provided in the facilitator's manual or ethics games where points are awarded for the "correctness" of specific responses (see, e.g., Dechant, 2004) . A literature search may also provide summaries of traditional and contemporary perspectives on ethical conduct but few exercises to explore ethical issues in today's workplace (White & Taft, 2004) . In contrast, this exercise focuses on the process of articulating ethical arguments for different actions in a workplace scenario so that participants can reflect on various perspectives and the ethical reasoning behind them. Moreover, the physical format of having arguments presented from different chairs actively engages participants in both articulating different points of view and recognizing that different points of view may be valid. The exercise is structured in a competitive format in which individuals and then teams strive to be the winner with the most persuasive arguments. The examples used in the exercise engage participants in thinking about how employees are treated when they, their colleagues, or the organization engage in a practice that presents a moral dilemma or ethical conflict of some kind. The scenarios are short so that several can be used in a single session.
Moral dilemmas occur when questions about what is "right," "proper," or "good" behavior in our obligations to other people are difficult to resolve (Hosmer, 1996) . When encountered in organizations, they frequently represent a conflict between economic performance and social obligations. Such moral dilemmas are commonly associated with ethical conflicts or incidences where personal ethical standards are not commensurate with the ethical behavioral expectations of the organization (Soutar, McNeil, & Molster, 1994 ). An ethical conflict at work is traditionally considered to involve decisions related to specific business practices that managers find ethically offensive, such as nepotism, illegal money transfers, safety concerns, confidentiality, and sexual harassment (Moser, 1988) . Such incidents, including conflicts at the highest levels of the corporation, have been discussed in the literature for more than 25 years (Heath & Norman, 2004) yet are still currently of interest throughout the global economy (Sims & Gegez, 2004) .
Moral dilemmas also include the more general impact of work environment factors on ethical decision making, that is, internal practices where employees may feel pressure to conform to company standards that differ from their personal standards. More than 50% of managers report experiencing ethical dilemmas at work (Baumhart, 1961; Brenner & Molander, 1977) . Although many studies focus on the behaviors of senior executives and managers, others acknowledge that a much broader group experiences ethical conflict at work (Moser, 1988) . Ethical dilemmas are not confined to business; they are also recognized and discussed in relation to decisions made by social workers, health care professionals, and scientists (Anderson, Johnson, Gotterbarn, & Perrolle, 1993; Mattison, 2000; McCullough, 2005 ). Yet the current negative perception of ethics in the business world (i.e., following the exposure of wrongdoing by executives at companies such as Adelphia, Enron, Parmalat, Tyco, and WorldCom) has contributed to the need for emphasis on ethical decision making by employees at all levels in the workplace.
This exercise presents four moral workplace dilemmas. The first scenario involves a dilemma for a manager regarding whether to discipline an employee who has not serviced customers after the end of her shift. The second scenario reflects the dilemma for an employee who is asked to do something in conflict with her personal values. The third scenario involves the dilemma for a manager who must decide whether to ask an employee to remove the headscarf she wears for religious reasons. The fourth scenario reflects the dilemma for an employee when his colleague takes credit for his ideas. The scenarios are all based on actual situations or generalized experiences reflected in business news.
Overview of exercise
DIALOGUES AND DECISIONS engages participants in expressing their opinions on moral dilemmas and supporting their positions using ethical frameworks for decision making. The exercise involves participants in individual activities, small group activities, and total group activities-all designed to explore ethical decision making in the workplace. Participants present various viewpoints in reaction to each scenario using an interactive, dynamic format, referred to here as arguing from the position of the should/should not chairs. During the exercise, participants make notes summarizing various arguments, and after numerous viewpoints have been presented, they use a worksheet to review how such arguments reflect ethical reasoning. Participants then propose both individually and in teams a course of action based on their consideration of all sides and arguments.
Four ethical frameworks for decision making are suggested for use here: a utilitarian approach, a focus on rights, a focus on justice, and a focus on integrity as emphasized in virtue ethics (Shaw & Berry, 2003; Trevino & Nelson, 2004; Williams, 2002) . Participants are encouraged to justify their proposed actions to the ethical dilemmas using these frameworks. It is important to recognize, however, that these ethical frameworks are all of Western origin. Facilitators may want to use other frameworks and may also choose to stimulate exploration of how responses to the dilemmas may vary across cultures-or how a dilemma in one culture may not even be a dilemma in another culture. Discussion of such issues can heighten participant awareness that what is considered ethical may be culture specific based on the moral philosophies and mores of given cultures.
The DIALOGUES AND DECISIONS exercise is structured in two phases using teams of 5 people per team. In the first phase, DIALOGUES, participants read a scenario that ends with a dilemma for one of the characters involved, privately prepare multiple arguments from should and should not positions, and then participate in a series of rounds in which 2 people at a time in each team argue opposing positionswith one person in each round being selected by the teammates listening to the arguments as the "survivor," who will remain to argue with another team member in the next round. The rounds continue until all team members have presented arguments. In each subsequent round, the new participant entering the dialogue chooses which position to argue and thus may force the survivor to switch and argue an opposite position. After all have participated, the team chooses the DIALOGUES phase winner-specifically, the person with the most persuasive arguments.
During the DECISIONS phase, participants first work individually to link arguments to the ethical frameworks and to determine their own recommendation. Afterward, teams prepare a team recommendation that is presented to the entire class by the DIALOGUES phase winner. The team with the most persuasive arguments using relevant ethical frameworks for decision making is declared the overall winner of the scenario activity. Multiple scenarios may be used in a given session; however, both the DIALOGUES and DECISIONS phases should be completed for each scenario before beginning another scenario.
The game aspect of this exercise involves a competition among individuals within teams and subsequently among teams for the most persuasive arguments based on use of ethical reasoning. Participants are not told at the start of the activity what constitutes winning. However, they are encouraged to write and use arguments from both the should and should not perspectives using as many ethical frameworks as possible. 
Getting organized
The facilitator should select the scenarios to be used (Appendix D). From the authors' experiences, one scenario should be used as a practice session so that partici-pants become familiar with the process of the exercise. Then one or more scenarios can be used with the entire argumentation process, depending on the time available. Copies of the participant instructions (Appendix C), scenarios (Appendix D), and worksheets (Appendix E) should be made for each participant. Participants will need one worksheet for each scenario discussed. The facilitator can review the corresponding notes for each scenario provided in Appendix A to gain familiarity with typical arguments participants may use.
Setting up the exercise
Have participants count off 1-2-3-4-5 to create teams of 5 participants. Remind participants to remember their number in order to sequence the four rounds in each DIALOGUE phase of the exercise.
Administering the exercise
1. Practice session. The facilitator provides an introduction to moral dilemmas in the workplace and the ethical frameworks for decision making that participants will use to analyze the scenarios. Information on four ethical frameworks is included in Appendix B, but the facilitator may choose to use other frameworks as appropriate for the particular group. Next, participants read one scenario and prepare ethical arguments for both the should and should not positions. These arguments are shared among the participants in the practice session without using the chairs format. The facilitator then introduces the ethical frameworks for decision making worksheet (Appendix E) and guides participants in linking their arguments to the different ethical frameworks.
This practice session takes between 15 and 25 minutes, depending on the familiarity of the participants with the ethical frameworks and the number of participants. The facilitator may choose to conduct the practice session with the entire group without the participants working in teams of 5. In this case, the facilitator may prefer to have participants count off and move into teams after the practice session.
DIALOGUES.
Participants read a scenario and privately prepare their should and should not arguments. Participants are encouraged to write and to use as many arguments as possible using the frameworks for ethical decision making.
The facilitator explains the chairs format and the perspective to be maintained when sitting in each chair. The occupant of the should chair argues for the proposed action, and the occupant of the should not chair argues against the action proposed at the end of the scenario. Participants 1 and 2 start the first DIALOGUES round. These 2 participants decide between themselves which position (should or should/not) each will argue during the dialogue. The goal for each participant is to retain the chair. Participants 3, 4, and 5 listen carefully to the various arguments. They may make brief notes to remember arguments advanced and may note on the worksheet (Appendix E) those arguments that seem relevant to the ethical frameworks.
The facilitator allows 3 to 5 minutes for the first round. At the close of the round, Participants 3, 4, and 5 have 2 to 3 minutes to come to consensus on who survives (i.e., who has the stronger arguments) and maintains the chair and who gets bumped. The person who vacated a dialogue chair rotates into the group of three listeners as Participant 3 enters the should/should not chair dialogue.
At the start of the second round, Participant 3 selects which position he or she wants to assume. He or she may bump the survivor from the first round from the should to the should not chair or vice versa. In this case, the survivor must reverse roles and argue from the opposite position. Rounds continue until Team Members 4 and 5 have also entered the chairs dialogue. Forced participation from each person in the team leads to lively dialogue. Learning is reinforced through the consensus process required when 3 team members must select who gets bumped. The changing composition of this group in each round heightens consideration given to the arguments and perspectives presented.
After all participants have argued, members in each team decide who presented the strongest arguments. The facilitator encourages participants to hear all opinions and to try to achieve consensus. If time to come to consensus becomes problematic, however, team members may simply vote. The team member chosen may be the person who is the survivor at the end after all members have participated in the chairs dialogue or may be someone who was bumped earlier but is later recognized for using the most ethical frameworks. This person is the individual winner among team members for that scenario.
DECISIONS.
The competition now changes to one among teams. The members of each team work individually first to review their worksheet notes, link arguments to the ethical frameworks for decision making, and make their own personal decision regarding the action they would recommend. The facilitator encourages participants to review all arguments, including those that may initially have seemed unacceptable. Working individually first enables-and encourages-participants to come to a decision without being unduly influenced by more vocal team members.
Next, team members share their personal positions and then work together to decide the team position on the scenario dilemma and the arguments that will support the team position. The individual winner selected at the end of the DIALOGUES phase becomes the team's spokesperson and presents the team's position and arguments to the entire group. Various teams may happen to select different positions on the action to be taken (should or should not) or might all select the same position. To facilitate the selection of the winning team, the facilitator tallies the number of arguments presented by each team spokesperson. This tally is best done on the black or white board using headings of the ethical frameworks with a column for each team; the facilitator makes a mark by the relevant framework as he or she hears the argument during the team presentation. Tallying arguments as they are presented captures the attention of the participants and provides a focal point for reinforcement of the ethical frameworks. After every team has presented their recommendations, all exercise participants vote individually for the team with the most arguments using relevant frameworks. The team with the most votes is declared the overall winner of the scenario activity. In case of a tie vote, the instructor may break the tie.
Exercise debriefing
Exercise debriefing for DIALOGUES AND DECISIONS usually takes place in two stages. The facilitator may want to initiate additional discussion after the completion of each scenario. For example, participants can brainstorm other workplace situations involving similar kinds of moral dilemmas. Facilitators may also choose to stimulate discussion of how responses to the dilemma might vary in a different culture.
Beyond those discussions, however, some general exercise debriefing is important. Although participants will undoubtedly learn just from the experience of supporting a position and trying to identify how ethical frameworks support various positions, debriefing DIALOGUES AND DECISIONS will allow participants to reflect on the experience and to verbalize not only lessons learned but also insights on how what they have learned relates to past and future experiences. Armstrong's (1995) comments on the responsibility of facilitators to assure that learning experiences are not emotionally costly for participants seem potentially relevant with this exercise. Participants are asked to argue positions and finally to recommend actions for each situation. In the course of doing so, participants disclose their feelings and opinions on situations that may be value laden or to which some might argue there are "politically correct" responses. Participants may worry about disclosing their thoughts if they are taking an unpopular position or one that others may perceive as prejudiced or unethical. Facilitators therefore have a responsibility to create an environment in which it is safe to explore many different viewpoints. In introductory comments before the chairs exercise, the facilitator can stress the value of hearing multiple viewpoints and offer participants the option of expressing positions and arguments that may not be their own opinion but that have not been represented in the discussion.
Facilitators can introduce the exercise debriefing as an opportunity to discuss both the experience shared and lessons learned. Steinwachs (1992) outlined three phases of debriefing-description, analogy/analysis, and application-and reminded facilitators of the value of moving participants past simple description of the experience. To follow are some questions for each phase, from which the facilitator may choose as seems appropriate and as time allows.
Description
The description phase offers participants an opportunity to describe what happened and how they felt about the experience. The facilitator can briefly summarize the experience shared and comment that individual reactions to it may be quite different, just as opinions on the scenarios were different.
• What were you thinking or feeling before the chairs exercise as you tried to develop arguments to support directly opposing positions? • What did it feel like as you sat in a chair and argued a position? What was the biggest challenge in doing that? • What were you thinking or feeling when you were listening to other chair occupants arguing positions?
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• How difficult was it to come up with reasons and arguments to support the position you were taking? Did that get easier or more difficult over time? Why? • If you were forced in a subsequent round to argue the opposite position, how did that feel-and how difficult was it? • What were your challenges in trying to identify the ethical frameworks reflected?
• Did it sometimes seem like multiple frameworks applied to each scenario?
• How different or how similar did the supporting arguments seem to be for the should/ should not positions in the various scenarios? • How difficult was it to choose the winner for your team?
• How did you feel about changing the focus from an individual winner to a team winner?
Analogy/analysis
The analogy/analysis phase gives participants an opportunity to explore parallels in organizations. If participants have not already brainstormed other kinds of moral dilemmas in the workplace, now would be a good time to do so.
• What workplace situations or personal experiences do these scenarios remind you of?
• Did you ever find yourself agreeing with opposing positions? If not, why do you think that is? If yes, why do you think that is? • Can you think of differences in cultural values or norms that may affect how people would feel about these issues?
Application
The application phase offers participants an opportunity to verbalize insights from the experience.
• What lessons can you draw from our experience involving ethical decision making in the workplace? • Ask participants to complete the sentence: An insight I gained from participating in this experience is . . . .
Participants' guide
Materials for participants are provided in Appendix C (participant instructions), Appendix D (four scenarios), and Appendix E (ethical frameworks for decision making worksheet).
Conclusion
DIALOGUES AND DECISIONS was designed to explore some unusual examples of moral dilemmas faced in the workplace and to allow for various supporting arguments to emerge. The authors' goal was to create an exercise that requires no previous preparation for participants and is both engaging and fun. The authors have used the
SIMULATION & GAMING / September 2006
exercise in graduate and undergraduate ethics, organizational behavior, general management, and human resource management courses. A modified version of the exercise has also been used with a group of organizational behavior faculty at a national conference and with faculty in a pedagogical workshop on teaching ethics.
Most participants enjoyed the chairs exercise and the competitive format. Every participant had the opportunity to be heard, both in making arguments and in evaluating the arguments of others. Clearly contradictory arguments were presented, thereby surfacing underlying beliefs, values, and assumptions. The exercise led naturally to a lively discussion of current workplace ethical issues. Debriefing with lessons learned about ethical decision making in the workplace provided an important bridge to the job. Participants commented that the exercise allowed for discussion of controversial and potentially emotional topics and that it encouraged exploration of opposing perspectives. A graduate student in a leadership and ethics course wrote, I found these scenarios to be very work related. In a sales environment you face these issues on a regular basis-time, material, identity theft-what to do for the greater good. Your own moral principles versus the company decisions are always present at work.
APPENDIX A Facilitator notes to use with the four scenarios
Facilitator notes: Don't Ask Me When I'm Leaving Don't Ask Me When I'm Leaving reflects a moral dilemma faced by a supervisor when company rules conflict with needs of an individual employee. The scenario involves an employee (Jane) who is required to provide service to customers after her shift ends. When she fails to do so, the supervisor must meet with Jane to discuss her performance. Participants will hold different views on the importance of company policy versus individual responsibilities, especially if they identify with the work-family conflict experienced by the employee.
During the chairs dialogue, the facilitator may prompt with the following questions:
• What are possible actions for Jane's supervisor other than disciplining Jane?
• What are other options for Jane?
• What are consequences for Jane/Jane's supervisor if Jane is disciplined?
When participants use the ethical frameworks, they may make arguments such as
Utilitarian focus:
• Jane's supervisor should initiate disciplinary action because Jane did not follow company policy. I believe managers have an obligation to enforce policies because if they do not, we would have anarchy and confusion.
Individual rights:
• Jane's supervisor should not discipline Jane because she's off duty and I believe it's her right to leave at the end of her shift.
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• Jane's supervisor should not initiate disciplinary action because I believe she should turn a blind eye on the way in which Jane leaves the store. After all, there are just a few minutes when Jane is breaking the rules. I say this because Jane is a good employee and deserves to have a working environment that supports her needs.
Distributive justice:
• Jane's supervisor should not initiate disciplinary action because Jane cannot afford extra day care costs, but the store can afford to hire the optimum number of sales associates.
• Jane's supervisor should not initiate disciplinary action. It is unfair that the store does not want overtime yet expects employees to help customers after the shift's end just because they are in uniform.
• Jane's supervisor should not discipline Jane because Jane has a young daughter to pick up and I believe that family values (child rearing) are more important after work.
Integrity/virtue focus:
• Jane's supervisor should not initiate disciplinary action because she will feel guilty if Jane has to pay for an extra hour of day care.
• Jane's supervisor should not initiate disciplinary action because it will be unkind and she would not want to be disciplined herself in similar circumstances.
The facilitator may choose to have groups brainstorm other potential conflicts involving the use of employee time, for example,
• Covering for a coworker who is out on a personal errand.
• Shopping on the Internet from your desk at work.
Facilitator notes: Kristi's Day
Kristi's Day reflects the moral dilemma faced by an employee whose personal values conflict with the work she is asked to do. Kristi is filled with personal turmoil as she contemplates participating on a work team that is advocating beer consumption by minors. She knows that it would be career suicide to remove herself from the project. However, because she finds the project morally questionable, she is faced with a difficult decision. Participants will argue for Kristi either staying or leaving the work team.
During the chairs dialogue, the facilitator may prompt with the following questions: When participants use the ethical frameworks, they may make arguments such as
Utilitarian focus:
• Kristi should ask to be taken off the team because if the proposed ad is successful even more teenagers will buy and consume beer and I believe deaths will result from DWI
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(driving while intoxicated). It is irresponsible of the company to encourage underage drinking.
• Kristi should not ask to be taken off the team. She knows that she can write commercials better than anyone else and she should use her expert position to argue for a different message. I believe that, over time, she can change things at her firm for the better.
Individual rights:
• Kristi should ask to be taken off the team. Promoting beer to minors is wrong because they are unable to make educated choices and I believe they are easily seduced by advertising.
• Kristi should not ask to be taken off the team because minors have rights too. I believe they should have free will to make a choice whether to drink.
Distributive justice:
• Kristi should ask to be taken off the team because teenagers are young and inexperienced and are easily swayed by commercialism. I believe they should be protected from advertising.
Integrity/virtue focus:
• Kristi should ask to be taken off the team because she would feel dishonest if she contributes to underage drinking and her conscience will bother her.
The facilitator may choose to have groups brainstorm other situations in which personal values may conflict with what an employee is asked to do, for example,
• Implementing a management decision you believe is wrong or unfair.
• Laying off an employee when you believe doing so is unfair.
Facilitator notes: Headscarf Messages
Headscarf Messages reflects the moral dilemma faced by a manager (Bill) who has been directed by his boss to suggest that an employee remove her traditional Muslim headscarf, with which she observes hijab. Participants will differ in their opinions on whether suggesting that she not wear the scarf at work is an infringement of her personal rights or the prerogative of the corporation to prescribe employee attire while at work.
• What approaches might Bill take in dealing with this issue?
• What are potential consequences of each approach?
• What options does Bashak have if Bill suggests that she remove her headscarf at work?
• What are the potential consequences of each of those options?
Utilitarian focus:
• Bill should suggest that Bashak remove her headscarf at work because having a standard dress code and image presented to the public is in the best interests of the company and thus of the company's stakeholders.
• Bill should suggest that Bashak remove her headscarf at work because even though she must sacrifice her personal preferences, others will benefit.
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• Bill should not suggest that Bashak remove her headscarf at work because freedom of religion is a guaranteed right.
Distributive justice:
• Bill should not suggest that Bashak remove her headscarf at work because it is unjust to impose the dress norms of the majority on a religious minority.
Integrity/virtue focus:
• Bill should not ask Bashak to remove her headscarf at work because he would feel guilty that he and his company are discriminating against Bashak.
• Bill should not ask Bashak to remove her headscarf at work because both he and his company should stand up for what is right-and that is allowing freedom of religious expression.
The facilitator may choose to have groups
• Brainstorm other situations involving conflict over attire that reflects personal, religious, or cultural identity-such as Jewish men wearing a kippa (yarmulke), Sikhs wearing their traditional turban, employee dress codes prohibiting the wearing of a visible cross by Christians, employee dress codes that prohibit wearing of traditional ethnic dress or hairstyle.
• Explore how the response to this situation might vary across cultures.
Facilitator notes: Whose Idea Is It?
Whose Idea Is It? reflects a dilemma faced by an employee who feels like his ideas have been stolen. Marc is upset when his colleague, Mario, claims total credit in a team meeting for ideas that Marc had originally suggested and that he and Mario had then developed together. Participants will differ in their opinions on whether Marc should say something during the meeting to indicate that the ideas had been developed jointly. Individual notions of what is fair, cultural norms regarding attributing credit where it is due, and the importance of preserving face may lead participants to totally different viewpoints.
• What approaches might Marc take in dealing with this issue?
• Is overtly claiming credit for other people's ideas acceptable?
• Is drawing public attention to how another has harmed you justified?
• How might the importance attached to saving face for both self and others influence Marc's decision?
Utilitarian focus:
• Marc should not say something at the meeting because doing so may cause disharmony in the team and the best work of the team is important for the effectiveness of the organization.
• Marc should say something at the meeting because if the situation is not addressed, Marc will not want to continue to work with Mario and the team's work will suffer as a result.
Individual rights:
• Marc should say something at the meeting because he has a right to credit for his ideas.
• Marc should not say something at the meeting because it will cause Mario to lose face and everyone has the right to dignity within the work group.
• Marc should say something because it is unfair of Mario to take all the credit. Credit should be attributed as due.
Integrity/virtue focus:
• Marc should not say something at the meeting because he will feel bad if he embarrasses Mario in front of their colleagues.
• Marc should say something in the meeting because he will feel bad about himself if he lets Mario get away with this slight.
The facilitator may choose to have participants
• Brainstorm other situations involving the theft of ideas-for example, plagiarism and failing to give credit for information used from other sources.
• Discuss the impact if Marc and Mario were at different organizational levels-for example, how would the situation be different if Mario were Marc's boss? • Explore how the situation itself and responses to it might vary in different cultures.
APPENDIX B Overview of ethical frameworks for decision making Utilitarianism
Utilitarianism is the moral doctrine that we should always act to produce the greatest good for the greatest number and that our action should produce the greatest possible balance of good over bad for everyone affected by our action. An action is right or wrong depending on its consequences. Moreover, the ends justify the means and motivations are not considered. By utilitarian standards, an individual's decision or an organization's policy is good if it promotes the general welfare more than any other alternative. Utilitarianism encourages managers to focus on the results of actions or policies. Managers may still question whether actions are wrong even when they produce some good. According to the utilitarian doctrine, it is acceptable to sacrifice someone's happiness to serve the greater good.
Individual rights
The principle of individual rights states that we should never take an action that infringes on another's basic rights. A right is an entitlement to act or have others act according to rights derived from a legal system, rights as human beings, or moral rights. Moral rights derive from relationships or roles we are in (e.g., students have the right to be graded fairly). Human rights are moral rights that are universal and natural (as opposed to legal rights, prescribed by laws). These are rights to life and free speech and, according to some societies, rights to religious freedom, medical care, education, and equal job opportunity. Individual freedom, welfare, safety, health, and the pursuit of happiness are some of the core values of moral rights. An action is right or wrong depending on whether the rights of others are aided or enhanced, or at least not obstructed.
Distributive justice
The principle of distributive justice states that we should not take an action that harms the least fortunate among us in some way. An action is right or wrong depending on whether the harms and benefits are distributed in a fair and equitable way. The focus is on the distribution of opportunities, hardships, punishments, and rewards. The principle of distributive justice protects the poor, the unemployed, and others less fortunate. According to the justice perspective, people should be treated equally, and all people have equal opportunity in society. There are several other types of justice: compensatory justice, retributive justice, and procedural justice.
Integrity/virtue ethics
The virtue ethics framework focuses on the moral actor's character and motivations. The principle of integrity holds that we are concerned with personal virtue and honesty and should not do anything that is dishonest and untruthful. One way of expressing virtue is through "the golden rule" or through the disclosure rule-"the TV or front page test"-namely, would you want this action reported on TV or in the company newsletter? Personal virtue also responds to questions such as the following: Can you look yourself in the mirror after committing the act, and can you sleep at night? The virtue ethics approach is often applied to professionals in a business community, such as accountants, who follow a professional code of conduct. Norms and standards are not standardized for business managers, so if our gut tells us that an action is dishonest, then we shouldn't do it because a person of integrity would not commit the act.
APPENDIX C Participant instructions DIALOGUES AND DECISIONS: Moral dilemmas in the workplace
During this exercise you and your colleagues will be exploring some moral dilemmas faced in the workplace. You will read several scenarios one at a time and for each write down arguments to support opposing positions regarding actions to be taken next. Then you will participate in dialogues during which numerous courses of action may be suggested. After the dialogues you will explore the arguments raised and how they relate to four ethical frameworks for decision making: utilitarian, individual rights, distributive justice, and integrity/virtue. Finally, you will have the opportunity to determine your team's recommendation on actions to be taken and present these to the entire group.
Practice session
• Read the scenario provided by the facilitator.
• Write down multiple arguments you would make from each of the positions stated at the bottom of the scenario. You will be sharing these arguments with your colleagues as a practice session.
• You may find it strange to write down arguments from contradictory positions. Of course, you may not personally believe in each one. The point is to think up as many different arguments as you can.
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DIALOGUES phase
• Read the scenario provided by the facilitator and write down arguments for each of the positions stated.
• The facilitator will explain the chairs format of this phase. After numbering off 1-2-3-4-5 and assembling in your team of 5, Participants 1 and 2 will occupy the "should" and "should not" chairs. While you are in a given chair you MUST argue from the perspective of that chair.
• The facilitator makes sure that the dialogue is a lively exchange and that the occupants of the two chairs argue from the appropriate positions. The facilitator may also clarify arguments or point out when a particular ethical framework is used.
• While you are listening to the arguments advanced by your team colleagues you may want to write down key phrases that summarize the arguments so that you can keep track of all arguments presented.
• After each round of arguments, one participant will retain his or her chair to argue again in the next round and one participant will be bumped, to be replaced by another participant. The decision on who remains and who gets bumped is determined by consensus of Participants 3, 4, and 5. Participant 3 selects which chair he or she prefers and Round 2 begins. The participant who was bumped joins the consensus group for this round. Rounds continue until all participants have had a chance to present arguments.
DECISIONS phase
• Work individually first to review your notes and link the arguments to the ethical frameworks. When an argument seems to reflect a particular ethical framework, place key phrases in the appropriate column of the ethical frameworks for decision making worksheet. Next determine the action that you personally would recommend.
• Afterward you will work in your team to review the various arguments you have heard and to prepare the team's recommendation for action with supporting arguments.
• The facilitator will ask each team to select a DIALOGUES phase winner to present the team's recommendations orally to the entire group. After all teams have presented their position and arguments, all participants will vote individually to determine the winning team, basing their vote on the number of arguments presented using relevant ethical frameworks.
Exercise debriefing
During the exercise debriefing you will have an opportunity to reflect on the entire exercise and how you felt about it. In addition, you and your colleagues will explore parallels from your own personal experiences or in the workplace and verbalize insights to take away from the experiences.
APPENDIX D Four scenarios Don't Ask Me When I'm Leaving
Jane is a teenage single parent with a small child. She works as a sales clerk in a branch of a large discount retailer. The work is not exciting, but it is steady, pays benefits, and she gets a 10% discount on store merchandise. Jane likes the fact that the human resources department has
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taken time to tell new employees about the policies and rules-now she knows what to do and what is expected of her. Like other employees, she wears a jacket in the company colors of pink and orange. Two rules/policies are very clear: When on company property she must wear the uniform, and whenever she is wearing the uniform, she must help any customer who approaches her.
Jane enjoys her work. She knows the layout of the store, has a pleasant manner when talking to customers, and has been selected as "Employee of the Week" on two occasions. Punching the clock doesn't bother her, but she looks carefully at her paycheck each week to make sure that she has been paid for all the hours she has punched in. She's also careful to punch out at exactly the end of her shift so as not to incur overtime that she knows is a red flag to management. The time clock is at the back of the store and the employee exit is in the front. However, Jane's supervisor has already reprimanded her twice for hurrying through the store at the end of her shift and not stopping to help a customer. Jane tries to explain that she needs to pick up her daughter at day care and if she misses the bus she will not be there on time and will need to pay for an extra hour.
The following week at the shift change Jane's supervisor notices a customer ask Jane for help. Jane says she is already working with another customer but then leaves the store. The next day Jane is ordered to meet with her supervisor to discuss her unacceptable performance.
Position statement
Jane's supervisor should/should not initiate disciplinary action.
Write down one argument you would make from each position
Should:
• Jane's supervisor should initiate disciplinary action • Because . . .
• I say this because I believe that . . .
Should not:
• Jane's supervisor should not initiate disciplinary action • Because . . .
Kristi's Day
"What a roller coaster day," Kristi muttered to herself. Just this morning she had felt that her marketing career at Evoke, Inc. was finally taking off. Kristi had been excited to hear she would be assigned to a team charged with creating a major advertising campaign for a new customer. Although her boss had said this morning that he could not name the client, he had assured Kristi that working with this team would boost her visibility and would guarantee her progression in the firm.
But now Kristi's earlier excitement had faded into depression. All she felt was a dull headache and a sense of internal conflict. She had attended the team's first meeting this afternoon and learned that the client was a large beer manufacturer that was counting on Kristi's firm to come up with a major ad campaign aimed at young people. Although no one dared to say so explicitly, it soon became clear that the commercials were to be designed to appeal to underage drinkers. As the reality of this project finally sank in, Kristi became increasingly uncomfortable.
It wasn't that Kristi had a problem with people relaxing and enjoying a good beer. Heaven knows, she had consumed her fair share of beer in college, including more than she wanted to
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admit before she reached the legal drinking age. She had a problem, however, with the idea of targeting teenagers with a seductive message about how cool drinking was.
"Well, tonight I have one tough decision to make," Kristi thought. She knew the reaction she would face from her boss if she came in tomorrow and asked to be taken off the team. Doing so would be committing career suicide, at least with her current firm. Kristi just wasn't sure she could be part of a project she considered so morally questionable.
Position statement
Kristi should/should not ask to be taken off this project.
Write down one argument you would make from each position Should:
• Kristi should ask to be taken off the project • Because . . .
Should not:
• Kristi should not ask to be taken off the project • Because . . .
Headscarf Messages
Who would have thought, Bill mused, that a decision regarding employee attire would be so difficult? Earlier that morning, Bill's boss, Bernard, had come from the regional office for a meeting in the branch. Bill noticed that Bernard had made a special point to stop by the desk of Bashak, who had recently been promoted to team leader of the branch customer service team. Bashak had worked during the previous 4 years as a member of the regional call center staff. At first, Bill had been impressed that Bernard took the time to chat with Bashak and to congratulate her on the promotion. Later, during a private meeting, Bernard's gesture seemed to take on an entirely different meaning. "It's not that I have anything personal against Bashak or her religion," Bernard had said. "I know Bashak has been a dedicated employee. Her new position, however, puts her in direct personal contact working with customers who come through your branch doors. I am concerned that our customers, a conservative lot, you must admit, will be taken aback by her headscarf. Given today's tense political and international environment I'm afraid that a customer may say something unpleasant to her or question her authority."
Bill had been stunned at the comments and had pushed Bernard to explain. "Are you concerned about Basak's well-being, Bernard, or are you more worried that having a Muslim woman observing hijab-wearing a traditional headscarf-and serving our customers will hurt the company's image?" After a long moment of half-completed excuses, Bernard had said, "Look Bill. You know as well as I do that Muslim customers are almost nonexistent in this neighborhood. So yes, I'm concerned that our predominantly Christian and Jewish customers may object to being served by a Muslim woman who insists on wearing the headscarf. Why must she flaunt her Muslim identity? All I'm asking is that you talk with Bashak and suggest that she not wear the headscarf while she is at work. I think that is in her best interests and in the company's best interests as well."
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